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Tab A - Chart summarizing withdrawal 
proposal and NVN performance. 

Tab B - Technical issues: possible talking 
points and background. 

Tab C - Alternative ways to handle North 

Vietnamese withdrawals not linked 
to ours. 

Tab D - Possible North Vietnamese questions and 
suggested answers. 





Phase and Month US Forces Withdrawn 

Cumulative 


Phase 1 - 1 


5, 000 


Total 


1 


10 , 000 


1 


10 , 000 


35, 000 


39, 000 


99, 000 


2 

6 

35, 000 

134, 000 

2 

7 

35, 000 

169, 000 

2 

8 

35, 000 


3 

9 

35, 000 


3 

10 

10, 000 

Note (1) 

3 

11 

15, 000 

Note (2) 

3 

12 

10, 000 

274, 000 


NVN Performance 
Expected - Note (2) 

Implement any agreed cease- 
fire, Cease infiltration of 
•personnel into SVN. Com- 
mence withdrawal. 


Withdrawal from SVN 25 
percent complete. Return 
of US prisoners complete. 


Withdrawal from SVN 50 
percent complete. 


Withdrawal from SVN 75 
percent complete. 


(Remaining non-SYN forces move to base areas. US residual of approxi- 
mately 160, 000 includes a MAAG and a balanced two-division combat force 

which includes RVNAF shortfall units. ) 


Note (1) Completion of roll-up bases which are not needed for forces 

remaining. 

Note (2) Percentages are acceptable only if there is a corresponding 

withdrawal from, out- country sanctuaries. 
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Phase and Month 

Phase 4 13 

4 14 

4 15 

4 ° 16 


NVN Performance 

US Forces Withdrawn Expected 

Cumulative 

Total 


40, 000 Withdrawal from bases in 

SVN, Cambodia and Eaos 

clearly under way. 

# 

40, 000 

40,000 - - — 

40, 000 434, 000 Bases in Cambodia and Laos 

closed. Withdrawal to 
NVN complete. — 
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TECHNICAL ISSUES: POSSIBLE TALKING POINTS 

AND BACKGROUND 


There are a number of technical arrangements relating to 
withdrawals once we have agreed bn basic principles. These are 
matters which should be settled in this channel, but can be handled 
at Avenue Kleber, They include, for example, issues such as the 
following: 


Verification 


Joint Commissions 

Such commissions, composed of military officers 
from the forces being withdrawn, could facilitate 
the (process of withdrawal and make certain that 
neither party interferes with the other's arrange- 
ments. They can help assure mutual compliance. 




Background : The bureaucratic paper on 
Verification considers Joint Commissions, 
but not the question of GVN participation in 
such commissions. A GVN role might mean 
Hanoi's insistence on VC participation, which 
is troublesome. 


Headquarters Contact 

In addition, there should be an agreed procedure for 
opposing headquarters to be in touch with each other 
during the withdrawal process. 

International Commission 

An international commission should be created to help 
verify the withdrawal of non-South Vietnamese forces. 
It also would be essential to the maintenance of an 
agreement when withdrawal was completed. In 
principle, it should be constituted in such a manner 
as to be fully capable of fulfilling its assigned role. 
For example, it should be under a strong chairman or 
effective chairmen, and no single members should 
have a veto power. 
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Background : The bureaucratic papers hold 
that effectiveness of an international body should 
be given higher priority than the issue of guaran- 
tees. (The GVN, however, is very interested 
in guarantees. ) Also, the paper on verification 
judges that insurance against new infiltration is 
more important than verifying withdrawal. • 


We should keep the option of unilaterally inviting 
an observer group if Hanoi doesn’t agree to 
international observers. 


Laos and Cambodia 


There are obviously several technical questions surrounding 
this fundamental issue. For example, from which areas of 
Laos are forces to be withdrawn first? 

Bajlcground : The agreed paper of April 8 on mutual 
withdrawals says that our first priority is the with- 
drawal of NVN forces and elements from South Vietnam 
and Cambodia all the way to the north. Our second 
priority is the withdrawal of NVN forces and elements, 
chiefly in the Laos Panhandle, which operate in direct 
support of the aggression against South Vietnam. Our 
third priority, in terms of timing, is the withdrawal 
of other North Vietnamese forces and elements -- for 
example, in the more remote areas of Laos. 

Prisoners of War 

The return of prisoners of war on both sides would have 
to be effected early in any withdrawal process. 

Background : All bureaucratic papers insist on this 
point. . - 

Ceasefires and De-escalation 

De-escalation of the fighting can be accomplished in the 
course of mutual withdrawal. Local stand -downs and 
ceasefires are essential in order to permit the withdrawal 
to proceed, and perhaps a general ceasefire will be needed. 
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Background: Bureaucratic papers say ceasefires 
should not be raised early in negotiations. You know 
the thorniness of this question. 

The agreed paper of April 8 listed the following de- 
escalatory signs as evidence of their withdrawals, 
on which we would key our own: in addition to verifi- 
cation of the North Vietnamese withdrawal and of the 
cessation of infiltration, these elements would include 
respect for the DMZ, absence of attacks on major cities, 
and absence of attacks on U. S, and allied forces being 
withdrawn. The paper states that we should make clear 
that the DRV must recognize and accept these factors. 
Also, you should recall the exchange between Harriman 
and Vance and the North Vietnamese on September 15, 
1968. The record of that meeting states that: "Xuan 
Thuy interrupted twice while we were reading (the above 
statiement)to be sure he understood it correctly. First 
regarding our statement on the level of violence sub- 
siding, Thuy said he took our statement to mean that if 
fighting continues after the withdrawal of foreign forces 
such violence would be considered to be between 
southerners. We replied affirmatively. " 

Safe Havens 


The location, size, and duration of provisional safe -haven 
areas for regroupment must be agreed. The establishment 
of such temporary havens could not, however, imply any loss 
of sovereignty over these areas by the South Vietnamese 
government. The safe -havens would be limited in size and 
duration to the minimum necessary to accomplish their 
purpose. 


Background: This could be a problem with the GVN ob- 
jecting to even NVN de facto control over the areas. 

This was a heated issue in 1954-55. 

The bureaucratic paper on mutual withdrawal says that 
the boundaries of the areas should be determined by local 
commanders on both sides. 

There is also the question of how soon the NVN forces 
retire to the areas. 
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-- Proportion of Combat Troops in NVN Forces to be Withdrawn 

Genuine reciprocity would mean proportionate withdrawal of 
actual combat forces on both sides ♦ 

Background: The bureaucratic papers do not discuss 

this, but it should be covered in light of the 1954-55 
experience, in which Hanoi sent out and thus counted 
first their ’’administrative cadres” and ’’military 
dependents, ” 
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For the purposes of this paper, we are assuming that Hanoi 
has made some private withdrawal commitment to us, since we 
would not withdraw otherwise. The question is how they and we 
handle this in public, since we have said that we would not insist 

that their withdrawals be on the same legal basis as ours. There 
are several methods: 

o 

(1) No public commitment or acknowledgement of any kind 
by them. In that case, we would have two options: 

(^) pretend that we are withdrawing under 

\ ietnamization, or tor other reasons, without 
stating that we have a commitment from them, 

(b) To state that we are withdrawing in exchange 
for a private cornmitment from them, 

(2) A public commitment from them to us not specifically 
linked to our withdrawal. We would withdraw referring 
to this commitment. 

(3) A commitment by them to some recognized third party 

(the UN or the chairmen of the Geneva Accords, etc. ). 

Such a commitment would leak, or we could cite it 

publicly or privately, but they would not publicly acknowl- 
edge it. 

(4) The principle used in their point three: not to commit 
themselves to any outside party but to claim publicly 
that it was all worked out among the Vietnamese. 

From our view the only feasible options are those which permit 
us to state in public that Hanoi is withdrawing its forces and that it is 
committed to do so. This is as necessary for us politically as 
their silence is to them. They cannot expect us not to make reference 

to their commitment, no matter how they want to handle their own 
public problem. . 
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We think that the most likely options are either (1) (b) or (3), 
both of which give us the right to refer to something to which they 
are committed but which they do not themselves acknowledge. It is 
also possible that variations of (4) above may turn out to be suitable, 
particularly if the GVN participates in the talks. But we cannot accept 
a commitment made by them to some organization which is not inde- 
pendent of them (unless they did so publicly). 
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A. 


Q. 


A. 


Possible NVN Questions 


Why don't you publicly state your withdrawal schedule? You will find 
that our response will be satisfactory. 

Let me again emphasize the importance of a clear agreement on the 
principle of reciprocity. 

What proportion of the forces you are withdrawing at any given point 
will be combat forces, ground forces, naval forces, or others? 

This is a detail which can be discussed. We generally envisage with- 
drawing all elements in a roughly proportional manner, leaving some 
combat and support forces right along to the end. But the details can 
be worked out in conjunction with any proposals you make about the 
withdrawal of your forces. 


Q. Why do you have such a peculiar schedule; pulling out as many as 

40, 000 men some months and only about $',Q00 in others? Particu- 
larly, why do you start with such a low rate of withdrawal? That is 
less than you are withdrawing now. 

A. This is also a question which can be worked out once we know your 
proposal. Our schedule is based on the withdrawal of combat units 
with their support forces and equipment. There are some months 
when large units leave; others when only small units leave. And the 
area from which each unit was withdrawn would affect the timing. 

The first months are smaller since if agreement were reached with 
little notice, we would require a few months to marshall the shipping 
necessary for the larger withdrawals. There will be a continual 
decline in our force level. The monthly figures can be adjusted. 

Q. Why do you suggest withdrawal in sixteen months? Why not in twelve 
months or less? 

A. Do you have a different proposal for simultaneous withdrawal? 

Experience in earlier agreements shows Low time-consuming orderly 
withdrawals are. The specific period of time for a simultaneous 
withdrawal could be negotiated at Avenue Kleber. As I have said, 
there are elements of flexibility in our proposal. The first thing 
is to agree on the principle of simultaneous withdrawal. 
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Q. What forces do you plan to leave under this proposal? Will all your 
forces really be withdrawn? 

A. We plan to withdraw all the personnel who are involved in a combat or 
combat support role, in short all troops. 


Q. What about advisers? 

A I will be happy to answer such -a que-stion in more detail once you have 
given us a counter-proposal. As I have indicated earlier, we will not 
try to trick you and we have said that both .s ides should pull out all _ 
their forces in a reciprocal manner. 


Q. You have spokeh of "principles" guiding the withdrawal agreement. Are 
these not, in fact, conditions? 

A. Yes, these are conditions, in a sense. But chey are not "conditions" as 
you have defined them in the past. We are not proposing that one side 
observe something that the other side does not have to observe also. 
These are principles both sides must follow to protect each other's 
interests, and thus to make possible a fair settlement. 


Q. You have again made implied threats by saying that these talks can only 
continue if progress is made. What will you do if we do not change the 
reasonable position we have put forward? Eo you expect us to disregard 
objective reality in order to continue the talks? 

A. My remarks were not intended as a threat, hut merely to recall the 

circumstances under -which we are working. But I must point out that 
I cannot engage in the kind Of detailed and lengthy process of bargaining 
which sometimes characterizes negotiations, and we must therefore 
reach our decisions quickly by coming to the heart of the matter. I hope 
that between us we can determine where objective reality lies and to 
make the right decisions accordingly. 
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Q. You say that you have no time or interest in what you call "traditional 
• bargaining. " But you imply that your proposal is not on a "take- it - 
or-leaye-it basis, " that it has elements of flexibility. Are these not 
contradictory statements? What exactly is your view of how our 
negotiations should work? 

A. We wish to encourage you to make' counter-proposals and to give us your 
own ideas on the subjects we raise, just as we will do on your proposals. 

I think that is essential to our work, since it is clear that we start out 
with different ideas on many subjects. But I do not believe that either 
side should put forward positions which are patently unreasonable 
because it hopes that after a long bargaining period some compromise 
will be reached which will still be very much to its own advantage. For 
example, we are not demanding that you dissolve the NLF or the PRG, ,1. 
nor are we demanding that you withdraw your forces without ours being t 
withdrawn. 


Q. I do not understand what it is that you have said which is new. You 
have presented a plan for U. S. withdrawal, but you have told us that 
there must be t. withdrawal of what you term, "other non-South Vietnamese 
forces. " That does not add to what we already know of your position. 

Can you please tell us what it is that is new in your proposal? 

A. As I have said before, you cannot expect us as a matter of principle to 
attempt to offer you something new every time we meet, and I hope 
your question does not indicate that expectation. It is up to both of 
us to attempt to find solutions, not just our -side. But what I have told 
you is important, because we have accepted the principle -of .total 
withdrawal, and it is the first t ime that we h.ayse ,giYen,yc£U j & .detailed 
proposal for the withdrawal of American force's from Vietnam. I 
hope you recognize the importance of that, no matter what you say. 

Q. I cannot understand exactly what you mean by some of the terms 
you use. You say that you want to reach an "agreement. " What - 
is the difference between this term and an "understanding. " 

A. An "understanding, " as we believe you have interpreted it, is not a 
commitment made by either party but instead reflects one party’s 
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assumption as to what the other will do. In other words, the party 
which is supposed to take a certain action has not committed itself 
to do it, but has merely allowed the other party to assume what it 
will do. The first party then may feel free to claim that it has not 
made any commitment to the other, even though it has. 

Such an arrangement cannot be used for such an important subject 
as withdrawal, and Ls not what we mean by a clear understanding, 
because each party must have a high degree of confidence in the actions 
of the other. We therefore believe an agreement is needed. By that 
we understand an arrangement whereby each party is committed to do 
certain things. We believe that a commitment must be made so that 
each party can base its own actions on solid and verifiable expectations 
of what the other will do. 


Q. You say that your withdrawals are dependent on what we do, but you can 
at any time stop the withdrawals by pretending that we are not doing 
what you expect. How can we accept an arrangement like that? 

A. The best way to make certain that we do not stop our actions because you 
are not doing what we expect is, of course, to do whatever has been 
arranged. 

But, as I told you in our last meeting, we act on the principle that it is 
not in our advantage to trick you. If we believe that you are not doing 
what you have undertaken to do, we shall let you know. You will cer- 
tainly know yourselves whether we are right or wrong. It can be verified 
by ourselves and by an impartial body. So there will be accurate infor- 
mation. We will not try to pretend that things are different from what 
they really are, because that is not in our advantage. By the same token, 
of course, it is not to your advantage to try to trick us. 
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